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and would like to invite my colleagues to join 
me in support of this bill. 

H.R. 961 builds upon the Ovarian Cancer 
Research and Information Amendments of 
1997, H.R. 953 which had 85 cosponsors in 
the 105th Congress. 

The Ovarian Cancer Research and Informa-
tion Amendments of 1999 has three compo-
nents. First, it authorizes $150 million of ovar-
ian cancer research. One half to be spent on 
basic cancer research and one half on clinical 
trials and treatment. 

Of this research, the bill requires that priority 
be given to: developing a test for the early de-
tection of ovarian cancer; research to identify 
precursor lesions and research to determine 
the manner in which benign conditions 
progress to malignant status; research to de-
termine the relationship between ovarian can-
cer and endometriosis; and requires that ap-
propriate counseling, including on the issue of 
genetic basis, be provided to women who par-
ticipate as subjects in research. 

Second, the bill provides for a comprehen-
sive information program to provide the pa-
tients and the public information regarding 
screening procedures; information on the ge-
netic basis to ovarian cancer; any known fac-
tors which increase risk of getting ovarian can-
cer; and any new treatments for ovarian can-
cer. 

Finally, it requires that the National Cancer 
Advisory Board include one or more individ-
uals who are at high risk for developing ovar-
ian cancer. 

Unlike the bill from the previous Congress, 
H.R. 961 does not contain the section author-
izing a Specialized Program of Research Ex-
cellence (SPORE) for Ovarian Cancer. Al-
though this was a major component of the 
previous bill, I am pleased to report that the 
Scientific Advisory Board at the National Can-
cer Institute approved a SPORE for Ovarian 
Cancer last year and funding for it should be 
released this summer.

I would like to commend the National Can-
cer Research Institute for their efforts on this 
particular subject. 

I invite my colleagues to cosponsor this bill 
and help to give women a fighting chance 
against ovarian cancer.

H.R. 473—PROVIDING ASSISTANCE TO FARMERS FOR 
CROP DISEASES AND VIRUSES

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I re-
cently introduced H.R. 473, to ensure that 
farmers who suffer crop losses due to plant vi-
ruses and plant diseases are eligible for crop 
insurance and noninsured crop assistance 
programs and that agricultural producers who 
suffer such losses are eligible for emergency 
loans. 

Pandemics of plant viruses and diseases 
regularly destroy the crops of entire farms and 
often the crops of entire geographic areas. A 
single plant virus or disease outbreak can 
send farms into bankruptcy and farmers are 
left without any means of recovering. Agri-
culture producers can qualify for emergency 
loans when adverse weather conditions and 
other natural phenomena have caused severe 
physical crop property damage or production 
losses, however, under current law, crop vi-
ruses and diseases are not considered ‘‘nat-
ural disasters’’ and thus are not eligible for 
these types of loans. 

For example, in Hawaii, the State recently 
ordered the eradication of all banana plants on 
the entire island of Kauai and in a 10 square-
mile area on the Big Island in an effort to 
eradicate the banana ‘‘bunchy top’’ virus. A 
court order required compliance of all who did 
not cooperate and farmers were ordered to 
destroy their entire farm and livelihood without 
any compensation. These farmers do not qual-
ify for emergency loans or disaster assistance 
and many were left with no other option but to 
sell their farms. 

The survival of our Nation’s farmers is large-
ly dependent upon the unpredictable temper of 
mother nature. We provide our farmers with 
assistance when adversely affected by severe 
weather but that is not enough. Emergency 
loans and disaster assistance must be made 
available to farmers for crops suffering from 
calamitous plant viruses and diseases. 

H.R. 473 would enable farmers to qualify for 
crop insurance programs, noninsured assist-
ance programs, and low-interest emergency 
loans, when devastated by crop losses due to 
plant viruses and diseases. 

I invite my colleagues to cosponsor this wor-
thy legislation and I urge immediate consider-
ation of H.R. 473 in the House. 

f 

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from New 
Mexico (Mr. UDALL) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to talk about an 
issue that is absolutely crucial to our 
democracy, and that issue is the issue 
of reforming our campaign finance sys-
tem. 

America is built, I say to my col-
leagues, on a system of a marketplace 
of ideas where we enter into elections, 
we debate ideas, we are out front, try-
ing to figure out where we should move 
as a country, what direction we should 
go in as a country. That marketplace 
of ideas is being interfered with today, 
because what is happening is the big-
gest checkbook is determining what 
goes on in America, rather than the 
people’s voices. 

As one person said, ‘‘The poor man’s 
soap box does not equal the rich man’s 
checkbook.’’ So we need to return to 
those basic democratic principles, and 
if we reform our campaign finance sys-
tem, we can do that. 

This is an issue that calls for biparti-
sanship. We have got to see the kind of 
bipartisanship that we have seen on 
this issue in the past. The Shays-Mee-
han bill, which is the bill I have signed 
on to and many Members of my fresh-
man class and many Members from 
both sides of the aisle have signed on 
to, last year passed the House of Rep-
resentatives 252 to 179 in August of 
1998. This year, we have seen even more 
support than last year. We have more 
cosponsors at this point. Mr. Speaker, 
we have 110 cosponsors at this point, 
with 27 Republicans. 

When we take the new Members, we 
have more support than we did last 
year, and it is bipartisan support, it is 
encouraging to see friends from both 
sides of the aisle rising and joining on 
an issue that is so important to our de-
mocracy. 

People say that there is no support. I 
have heard the comment over and over 
again. People say there is no support 
for campaign finance reform. We can-
not limit in any way the system. Peo-
ple do not want it. Well, I say to my 
colleagues, the voters are disenchanted 
and part of the reason they are dis-
enchanted is because they view the sys-
tem as one that is being controlled by 
money. They view the system as one 
that is controlled by special interests, 
and they do not believe that their 
voices are being heard. The undue in-
fluence of money is an absolutely cru-
cial issue. 

This bill, the Shays-Meehan bill, 
would ban soft money. It would take 
soft money completely out of the sys-
tem. Some people have described soft 
money as the cancer on our democracy, 
I think a very apt description. 

Let us talk a little bit about the dis-
enchantment of citizens. Mr. Speaker, 
30 years ago in this Nation, 75 percent 
of the people, 75 percent of the people 
when they were asked the question 
said, they trusted government to do 
the right thing, trusted elected offi-
cials to do the right thing most of the 
time, and 25 percent said they did not. 
Now, a generation later, we have 75 
percent of the people saying they do 
not trust elected officials to do the 
right thing most of the time. Not a 
very tough test, but that is what they 
say. So in a generation, we have eroded 
the trust, the credibility in our elec-
toral system. 

Well, this campaign finance system 
that we have now is what is under-
mining that credibility. It is what is 
getting to the people, saying that it is 
actually convincing people that they 
should not participate in our democ-
racy, that they should not be a part of 
our democracy. 

Let me say to my colleagues, this 
bill, this bill is not all that should be 
done. I support this bill. We are going 
to push this bill through the House. 
But more can be done, and that is what 
is so hopeful about this bill. Because 
one of the things we are going to see is 
a commission. Mr. Speaker, a 12-mem-
ber commission, after this law is 
passed, is going to meet 180 days after 
the adjournment of the session and is 
going to report on other major reforms 
that should be taken in this area.

b 1515 
They are going to study issues and 

bring back to us major reforms, and 
those reforms will have to be voted up 
or down along the same lines as the 
Base Closing Commission operates. 

The other fact that I think needs to 
be noted is that the Federal Govern-
ment is far, far behind the States on 
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this issue. The States are making huge 
changes in their campaign finance sys-
tem. The State of Maine had a ballot 
initiative in 1996, over 2 years ago, 
where 56 percent of the voters said we 
do not like the current system. Let us 
change it. They passed a $3 checkoff, 
and 80,000 have already signed up for 
that checkoff. They have a financing 
system that cuts government in order 
to get the revenues to finance their 
campaign finance system. They have 
taken a big step to clean up the sys-
tem. 

In Arizona, taxpayers have done the 
same thing. They have increased lob-
byist fees from $25 to $100 to try to do 
everything they can to raise the money 
to operate a decent system. They have 
created voluntary tax checkoff on their 
tax forms, and they have imposed a 20 
percent surcharge on civil and criminal 
fines in order to raise money to operate 
the system better. 

Massachusetts has also taken major 
reforms at the State level. 

So I say to Members now is the time 
to return democracy to the people. In 
order to do that, a big step would be 
made by endorsing campaign finance 
reform legislation in the form of the 
Shays-Meehan bill. We have to do it 
early. We have to do it now. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from the great State of Kansas (Mr. 
MOORE) for his statements on this 
issue. 

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I am here 
today to rise in support of the Shays-
Meehan bill which is now pending be-
fore this Congress. As the gentleman 
from New Mexico (Mr. UDALL) has al-
ready pointed out, it passed the 105th 
Congress and died a slow death in the 
Senate. We need to revive and pass this 
legislation and do it early. 

I think most people would agree that 
politics and public service have become 
something of a negative and distasteful 
word to a lot of people in this country, 
and it really should not be that way. 
Politics is a noble profession, as is pub-
lic service. Politics, after all, is really 
the art of governing without guns. 

I think the public reaction, the ad-
verse reaction that we have and that 
we see in this country to political cam-
paigns is a direct result of the public 
perception that both political parties 
are awash in corrupt money. People in 
this country believe that both parties 
receive so much corrupt money from 
interest groups, from lobbyists, from 
other sources, that the whole system is 
corrupt. We need to change that per-
ception. We dramatically need to 
change that perception. 

Right now, the Shays-Meehan bill, if 
we pass this bill, will ban soft money. 
It will also regulate so-called issue ads 
which were intended to influence the 
outcome of elections for or against a 
particular candidate. 

Mr. Speaker, even an 8-year-old child 
watching one of these issue ads could 

tell which side the interest group is 
supporting by the expenditure of 
money. We need to restore public con-
fidence in our electoral process, and I 
believe the only way we can do that is 
to pass a strong finance campaign law 
such as Shays-Meehan. 

I urge all of the Members of this body 
in the House of Representatives to vote 
in favor of the Shays-Meehan bill. It 
passed the last Congress. It should pass 
this Congress. We need to send a mes-
sage to the United States that it also 
should pass that body and be enacted 
into law. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
Kansas for his excellent comments. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. UDALL), my cousin. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from New 
Mexico for yielding to me to speak on 
this very important issue facing us 
today in the 106th Congress. 

I am pleased to join my freshman col-
leagues in calling for this early consid-
eration of campaign finance reform in 
our 106th Congress. I know that a lot of 
my colleagues, many of my colleagues 
share my concern that the high cost of 
elections and the flood of so-called soft 
money, special interest money may 
threaten the integrity of our electoral 
system. 

Just 6 months ago, the majority of 
our House voted to pass the Shays-
Meehan bill. This bill had at that time, 
and I believe still has, strong bipar-
tisan support. This is for a number of 
reasons. Let me tell my colleagues 
about a few of them, Mr. Speaker. 

First is that unlimited soft money 
contributions allow special interests to 
buy political access. It is important to 
point out that soft money, unlike hard 
money, is unregulated. On the hard 
money side, there are limits on the 
amounts of money one can contribute. 
It is also transparent. It is public 
money. Soft money is much harder to 
trace. We need to make sure that the 
policy decisions that we make here are 
not unduly influenced by these special 
interests. 

Secondly, the high cost of elections 
now contributes to the public’s percep-
tion that elections and, therefore, pub-
lic servants can be bought and sold. I 
think, especially given the events of 
these last months, more public cyni-
cism is not now what we need about 
our U.S. Congress. 

Third, more and more time spent 
chasing money means that less time is 
devoted to our public duties as Rep-
resentatives. We need to restore this 
balance. All of us, Republicans and 
Democrats, who ran for the Congress 
this last election for the first time, and 
we are elected as freshmen, know how 
much time we spent on the telephone 
and at fund-raising events rather than 
studying issues of importance around 
public policies, whether it is education 

or Social Security or health care. We 
need to restore that balance so that we 
can spend more of our time on those 
important issues and less time on rais-
ing money. 

Fourth, the high cost of campaigns 
unfairly restricts the process in many 
cases to those who can afford to run. 
We need a system that is equitable for 
all candidates. This country has been 
built on the idea that all of us are 
equal, that it is an egalitarian system. 
We ought to make sure that anybody 
that wants to and has a passion can 
run for office, not just those people 
who have deep pockets. 

Fifth, and I think maybe most impor-
tantly, a majority of Americans, in 
fact an enormous majority, a New 
York Times survey shows that 9 out of 
10 Americans think that we ought to 
have significant campaign finance re-
form. We are here to listen to our con-
stituents and represent our constitu-
ents. We ought to be doing that on 
campaign finance reform. 

It is early in our session, but we need 
to act now so that we can begin to put 
this legislation in place for the races in 
the year 2000. I am here to speak in 
favor of beginning that process. 

I am proud to be a sponsor of the bi-
partisan Shays-Meehan campaign fi-
nance reform bill. I have to tell my col-
leagues, Mr. Speaker, I recognize the 
bill may need some work. It is probably 
not perfect. But we ought to bring it up 
so that it sees the light of day. We 
ought to begin a debate in committee. 
We ought to bring it to the floor of the 
House. 

So let us start today. Let us address 
this problem now. Let us make sure 
that we bring this legislation forward 
and we begin to restore common sense 
to our campaign finance reform sys-
tem.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
Colorado for those comments. 

The gentleman from Colorado men-
tioned the issue of spending time and 
how it takes away from the job. It 
seems to me, as I have been here for 
this short period of time, and I am sure 
that it impresses upon him that the 
number of issues that the United 
States Congress deals with and that 
the House deals with, whether it is 
international issues in Kosovo, wheth-
er it is education and health care, So-
cial Security, Medicare, I mean, every 
day, there is so much for us to learn. 

We could be much better at legis-
lating if we had the time to spend on 
those issues, studying the issues, meet-
ing with people that have concerns, 
trying to do everything we can to edu-
cate ourselves. 

I think all of us know that, when we 
are out there fund-raising, we are tak-
ing time away from something that we 
should be spending time on. Yet we 
know that we have to be prepared to 
deal with these sham issue ads and at-
tack ads that come from other sides. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 12:04 Sep 28, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00039 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H16MR9.001 H16MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 4517March 16, 1999
So we are caught in a rough place. I 
know the gentleman from Colorado has 
been through a campaign where he has 
had something like that happen. The 
gentleman from Colorado may want to 
talk a little bit about that. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speak-
er, I agree. Let me give my colleagues 
a couple of examples. I probably spent 
many days on the campaign trail, 4 or 
5, 6 hours on the telephone making 
these phone calls. I even got to the 
point where I purchased a headset so 
that I could save my neck from the 
constant strain of holding that tele-
phone handset. 

I know there are people out there 
who do that for a living, and a headset 
is a great tool. But it was symbolic to 
me that I was not out visiting with 
people and learning about the issues 
and studying the broad range of things 
that we are faced with while we are 
here in the Congress. 

Let me talk a little bit about the 
issue ads and so-called expenditure 
campaigns. These groups can come in 
and be for you or be against you. But in 
either case one has no say, no control 
over these ads that are running. 

In particular, I have been concerned 
about groups who think they might 
want to support me, but they could be 
running negative campaigns against 
my opponents when that is not the way 
I want to campaign. So we need to get 
ahold of these independent expenditure 
campaigns. We need to get ahold of this 
soft money situation. 

As Jefferson talked about, when de-
mocracy is ailing, one of the best solu-
tions, one of the best treatments is 
more sunshine, more transparency. We 
need to make sure that all of the 
money that is contributed to our cam-
paigns is visible, and people can track 
it and trace it. We could use the Inter-
net. We could have almost instanta-
neous disclosure. I would certainly sup-
port that. I think many Members of 
the House of Representatives would. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, the issue ads, it seems to me, 
are something that, I do not know in 
the State of Colorado, but I know in 
New Mexico that the issue ads are a 
completely different thing when one 
gets to the Federal level. I mean I ran 
2 years, two times, two terms as State 
Attorney General. I never saw an issue 
add. I never had an independent group 
come in and attack me or speak up for 
my opponent. They did not clutter the 
debate that was going on, the very seri-
ous debate about the issues. 

But one gets in the Federal race, and 
it is remarkable the change that takes 
place. Big national groups raising soft 
money, raising hard money, come into 
one’s district, they label themselves 
with the most innocuous sounding la-
bels, Responsible Citizens For Good 
Government, and then they get in 
there and slash and burn against one’s 
opponent or for you or however it 
comes out. 

It generally is very, very negative 
stuff. They are dumping things that 
candidates would not ever touch. They 
are getting into issues that candidates 
would be editorialized against, would 
be criticized bringing up the issues. 
They have changed the whole tenor of 
the campaign. 

I really believe that those issue ads 
with these changes we make will go a 
long way, will go a long way towards 
reforming the system, because if one 
has to disclose who is supporting them, 
if one has to have it in hard dollars, it 
is going to make a big difference. 

I do not know what the gentleman’s 
thoughts are on that, but I am sure 
that he has seen the same thing in his 
elections in Colorado, that maybe he 
does not see these issue ads at the 
State level. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. UDALL). 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speak-
er, this is one of the most important 
parts of the Shays-Meehan bill is that 
the sham ads, and they really are that, 
would be exposed for what they are. 

I do not have any problem with peo-
ple wanting to speak out. That is the 
First Amendment. That is what this 
country is founded upon. It is one of 
the key principles that makes our 
country so free. But we ought to be 
clear about where those ads are coming 
from. We ought to be clear about who 
is paying for those ads. 

I think that is not an abrogation of 
the First Amendment. It is not re-
stricting people’s right to free speech. 
But it is letting all of the voters know 
where these resources are coming from 
so they can make an informed choice. I 
think there is nothing more crucial 
with Shays-Meehan than getting a han-
dle on all of this money that comes 
from outside the system right now. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
the great State of Washington (Mr. 
BAIRD), who is also the President of our 
freshman class. 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, we are here 
today to discuss an issue which, if we 
ask pollsters, they will tell us it does 
not poll high. Education, fighting 
crime, Social Security, that is all the 
American people care about. Those 
things are absolutely critical, and we 
have spoken on those issues here as 
well.
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But if this body is to be able to ad-
dress those critical issues, we need to 
give our Members time and we need to 
give them the freedom to speak their 
mind without fear of political attack. 

This is my first term in Congress. I 
was sent here by the good people of 
southwest Washington to represent 
their views. Southwest Washington is a 
beautiful area. It is a rural district as 
well as urban-suburban. I am here to 
speak their voice. We should be here to 

speak the voices of our people, not the 
voice of money. That is why campaign 
reform is so important. 

People across this country are losing 
faith in the political system. Young 
people are saying their vote and their 
voice do not matter. People are saying 
they do not need to turn out and vote, 
and we are seeing voter turnouts below 
50 percent, even below 30 and 25 percent 
in primaries. 

Mr. Speaker, yesterday our freshman 
class submitted a letter to the Speak-
er’s office signed by 22 of our 23 Demo-
cratic freshmen, and what we called for 
was early consideration of meaningful 
campaign finance reform. Early consid-
eration. We cannot wait until the end 
of this year or until the end of this ses-
sion of Congress and then say, gosh, we 
tried, but we ran out of time. 

We must address this issue early for 
two reasons. Early, to give us time for 
meaningful, informative debate; early, 
so that we show we are sincere in this 
effort; and also early so that we have 
time to enact some of these laws to 
save the integrity of the next campaign 
season. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not want to see any 
more campaigns of the kind that we 
have seen in recent years, with vast 
independent expenditures, with 
scorched earth policies of saying any-
thing and doing anything to be elected. 
We have seen too much of that. It is 
poisoning the political process; it is 
souring people in the belief that their 
voice and their vote matters. 

During the 1997–98 election cycle, the 
national political parties raised $193 
million in soft money. That is right, 
my colleagues, $193 million. I have to 
ask myself, how else might we have 
spent that money in this country? 
Could we have put it towards improv-
ing our education system? Could we 
have put it towards helping to reduce 
crime in our communities? Could we 
have helped senior citizens pay for 
their housing? Could we have improved 
the environment? There are innumer-
able uses we could put $193 million to-
wards, but we put it towards adver-
tising. 

We have had some laws that have at-
tempted to deal with the problem of 
campaign funding, but existing loop-
holes have actually made the system 
worse, not better. Last year, 252 Mem-
bers of this body voted to pass substan-
tial reform legislation. Now, the 
Shays-Meehan bill may not have been 
perfect, but it was the best that we had 
before us, and I personally have signed 
on as a cosponsor of that bill because I 
think it is reasonable and it is respon-
sible. 

We have to do everything possible to 
maintain the public trust. Reforming 
campaign finance laws is not a Demo-
cratic problem, it is not a Republican 
problem, it is an American problem. It 
is a threat to our constitution if we do 
not achieve it, and we need to work 
now to do that. 
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I would like to speak to a couple of 

elements of the Shays-Meehan bill that 
make common sense, and I firmly be-
lieve if we ask the general public, the 
folks who sent us here to represent 
them, if these proposals make sense, 
they would encourage us to put them 
forward. 

First, and my colleague mentioned 
it, a soft money ban. When we receive 
in the mail every single day during the 
campaign’s final weeks a letter attack-
ing one person or attacking another 
person, and at the bottom, as the gen-
tleman from New Mexico said, it has 
some innocuous sounding name sug-
gesting that that fine group of respon-
sible citizens voluntarily put small 
contributions together to have a voice, 
that sounds reasonable. But that is not 
what happens. In fact, huge, virtually 
unlimited donations can come in and 
they can be spent on so-called issue ad-
vocacy ads. 

Let me share with my colleagues 
what some of those issue advocacy ads 
do. In our campaign, one issue advo-
cacy group spent over $12,000 for a sin-
gle 30 second advertisement. That is 
correct, $12,000 for 30 seconds. The ad 
was later denounced as deliberatively 
false and misleading, but they contin-
ued to run it. Now, $12,000 for 30 sec-
onds comes down to $400 a second. Four 
hundred dollars a second to dissemi-
nate disruptive, deceptive and mean 
spirited information. Misinformation. 
That is wrong, Mr. Speaker, and we 
need to change it. 

The Shays-Meehan bill before us this 
year would ban soft money and would 
set hard dollar contribution limits for 
the party so that we know where the 
money is coming from, and it has a 
meaningful ceiling. 

The Shays-Meehan bill would recog-
nize sham issue ads for what they truly 
are. They are campaign ads. It would 
say that if that group identifies a per-
son in an advertisement, and it is with-
in 60 days of an election, by golly, that 
is not information, that is political ad-
vertising, and they will fall under the 
restrictions that restrict political ad-
vertising. 

It would say that any ad that con-
tains unambiguous support or attacks 
on a position of a politician would also 
fall under the guidelines of campaign 
financing and, therefore, under the re-
strictions. 

It would improve FEC disclosure. We 
should not have to spend days and 
weeks after an election to find out who 
contributed to a candidate or who 
spent money on issue ads during the 
election. 

It would establish a commission to 
study further reforms to our campaign 
system. 

It would also limit and restrict for-
eign soft money contributions. 

It would restrict further franking. 
Franking, as a means of informing the 
public, is a wonderful thing, but if it 

happens just a few weeks before an 
election, and currently I believe the 
limit is about 60 days, if it happens a 
few weeks before an election, it may 
well be political in nature. 

The Shays-Meehan bill would limit 
the amount of money that wealthy 
candidates can contribute. When the 
young people who visit us here every 
day look down on this floor and say to 
themselves, I would like to be a rep-
resentative someday, they should say, I 
would like to be a representative be-
cause I believe so strongly in this de-
mocracy; I believe in the issues I care 
about. That is what should bring them 
here. It should not be a question of how 
much money they have to raise or how 
wealthy their friends are. It should be 
a question of how decent their values 
are, how strong their commitment to 
this country is, how much they know 
about the issues, and how strongly 
they will fight to make this a better 
Nation. That is what should get them 
into Congress, and not just how much 
money they are able to raise. 

The Shays-Meehan bill would estab-
lish a clearinghouse for information 
from the FEC and it would strengthen 
penalties for violations. 

Mr. Speaker, my good friend, the 
gentleman from New Mexico (Mr. 
UDALL), was elected by our class to 
lead our freshman class’s efforts to 
make campaign finance reform a top 
priority issue in this congressional ses-
sion. He is doing an outstanding job in 
that. We are united as a freshman class 
in the commitment to campaign fi-
nance reform being addressed early in 
this session. I stand with my friend 
from New Mexico and with our fresh-
man class in a commitment to keep 
bringing this issue forward until we 
pass meaningful legislation.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. BAIRD) very much. 

One of the issues that the gentleman 
mentioned, and I hope we can carry on 
a little discussion about some of these 
issues that the gentleman has raised 
here, the first one is this issue of peo-
ple being discouraged from going into 
elective politics. 

I have traveled throughout my Con-
gressional District and gone into high 
schools and taught high school classes 
and tried to talk about what it means 
to be a public servant and why we need 
good public servants. And, in fact, I 
have heard people say if we do not have 
the best and the brightest going into 
our governmental arena, then we rel-
egate ourselves to second class leader-
ship. 

I think that is really the thrust of 
what the gentleman is saying there. 
The gentleman, in a very powerful way, 
is saying if we change the system, we 
may open it up to a whole new group of 
leaders out there that will say, look, 
this is a cleaner system, this is a better 
system, this is a system that I believe 
I can stand up and be a part of. 

I was wondering, does the gentleman 
see those kinds of things in Wash-
ington, in his district, where he thinks 
there would be a lot more interest in 
terms of individuals? 

Mr. BAIRD. Absolutely. I cannot tell 
my colleague the numbers of people, 
fine, decent, upstanding people, who 
would make outstanding representa-
tives at all levels of government, who 
come to me and say, what is it like? I 
have to tell them that I believe being a 
representative to the United States 
Congress is the highest privilege, the 
highest honor one could ever aspire to, 
but it is a tremendous responsibility as 
well. 

That is the positive side. What I hate 
to have to tell people, but I do, because 
it is, unfortunately, the truth, that if 
they want to serve today in the United 
States Congress, and if they are from a 
district that is competitive, they need 
to be prepared not to study the issues 
as well as they wish they could, not to 
have as much time as they wish they 
had to meet the people, not to spend 
time with their family sometimes, but 
that they need to be prepared, regret-
tably, to attach themselves to a tele-
phone and become basically a phone so-
licitor. 

That is a tragedy. It is nothing short 
of a tragedy. When Jefferson and Madi-
son and Mason and George Washington 
and Benjamin Franklin, the Founding 
Fathers of this country, were estab-
lishing this great Nation, they did not 
envision, in their wildest imagination, 
that good people, people who they in-
spire every day by their example, 
would be tied to a telephone asking for 
money. They did not envision that all 
the wonderful people who care about 
the democracy would feel that dollars 
sometimes mean more than votes. That 
is wrong. It should not be that way. 

I want to compliment the people who 
do contribute, the donors who, most of 
the time, are not asking for anything. 
I cannot tell my colleague how many 
folks have said that they are contrib-
uting to my campaign because they be-
lieve in me as a person. They are not 
asking for anything except for me to do 
my best for our country. We should not 
insult them. We should not demean 
them. We should praise them for being 
active participants. But we should also 
honor their contributions by setting 
reasonable limits like those proposed 
in Shays-Meehan. 

I talked to a woman once who was on 
Social Security, a fixed income, and 
she said she knew how much we have 
to raise to run for Congress and she 
wished she could give it all to me. She 
said she would offer to give $5, but she 
would be embarrassed because she 
knew that I may have to raise $1 mil-
lion and that I would not get there 
very fast if I went at it $5 at a time. 

I was happy to accept her contribu-
tion. That $5 meant a lot of me. Pro-
portionately, it was probably a greater 
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portion of her income than a lot of 
folks, and it should not be over-
whelmed by a tide of soft money. It 
should not be overwhelmed by a tide of 
enormous contributions. It should 
stand as her contribution to the demo-
cratic process. 

We need to ensure, through legisla-
tion like this, that everyone’s voice 
matters in this process. The gentleman 
is exactly right, we have to free our 
candidates up, we have to reinspire a 
sense of hope and civility and civic 
pride that once led people to say, I 
would like to run for political office 
and serve this country. The gentleman 
is exactly right. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. One of 
the parts, and I think the gentleman 
touched on it, that I believe is a par-
ticularly valuable part of this bill, is 
the setting up of a blue ribbon panel to 
study the entire campaign finance sys-
tem. Those of us here in the House that 
have worked on this issue realize that 
we probably need some people to take a 
big comprehensive look at the whole 
system, spend 18 months and come 
back to us with some of the issues that 
we are not addressing here. 

The gentleman and I both know that 
in a campaign today 80–85 percent of 
our money is spent on television. Well, 
these are airwaves that are owned by 
the public. The broadcasters and media 
people get these licenses. In Britain 
they have great debates when they 
enter into an election. They are all 
publicly televised at no cost. 

I think there are parts of this bill 
where we could make the bill stronger, 
but I believe the way to do it is to have 
this big broad commission go out and 
do their very best to find out how we 
can get back to work in this body, how 
we can lessen the impact of special in-
terests, how we can do everything we 
can to make sure that the people’s 
voices are heard in our democracy. 

I think this commission idea, al-
though it is not mentioned that much, 
I think is a good one, of getting citi-
zens to go out and report back to us. 

Mr. BAIRD. I agree. Absolutely. The 
Shays-Meehan bill is a start. It is a 
first step, an important and essential 
first step, and one we should take 
today or tomorrow. We should not wait 
until the end of this year. 

But there are other things we can do, 
and the gentleman raises an inter-
esting point. Throughout my cam-
paign, for example, I said that we need-
ed to have informative voter pam-
phlets. In our State of Washington a 
candidate for the United States Con-
gress is allowed 250 words in the State 
voter pamphlets. Two hundred and 
fifty words, with critical issues like na-
tional defense, health care, Social Se-
curity, our children’s education, stop-
ping crime. 

With those issues on the table, we get 
250 words to condense a lifetime of 
community service and teaching and 

training and experience. Two hundred 
and fifty words. We need informative 
voter pamphlets. We need to work with 
the media. And I think that is part of 
what the gentleman is addressing. 

In our district we have some very, 
very responsible broadcast stations, 
stations that do grant candidates time; 
that do air debates. We need to encour-
age those stations, and we need to en-
courage the viewers to not just dive for 
the remote and say, oh my goodness, it 
is a political debate, I have to watch 
something else.

b 1545 

Because if they do that, candidates 
have no choice but to change them 
with advertising, and a 30-second ad-
vertisement will not tell them as much 
as a 1-hour debate. So we have got to 
encourage the stations that do provide 
coverage. We need to work, I believe, in 
our public schools, and it is something 
I am going to work through and 
throughout my life in Congress. And 
here is what I would like to see us do. 

I would like to see us consider every 
senior in this class getting an Amer-
ican Government course which talks 
about their personal responsibility to 
the country, which talks about how the 
transition from high school is not just 
the end of drudgery, as some view it, 
but it is their transition to the most 
sacred responsibility a person in a de-
mocracy has, that of citizen. 

If we combine those informative vot-
ers pamphlets, meaningful broadcast 
information, better public civics edu-
cation in our public schools, we could, 
in addition to things like Shays-Mee-
han, reinvigorate a vibrant and vital 
political debate, a debate on which a 
democracy depends. And so we need ex-
actly, as you said, to strengthen that 
commission, to let it do its job and pro-
vide comprehensive recommendations 
for further improvements in this proc-
ess. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
BAIRD, you mention the point of the re-
sponsible broadcasters that are out 
there, and I really believe that many of 
us have seen in our congressional dis-
tricts many responsible broadcasters. 
And I think over the 8 to 9 years that 
I have been in public service, I have 
seen broadcasters step forward with 
free time and say right near an elec-
tion, ‘‘we are going to give you 5 min-
utes completely unrestricted and you 
can say whatever you want.’’ Now, that 
is a very I think commendable effort 
on their part. 

And there is another proposal they 
have come up with, this idea of bank-
ing credits for television time and in-
volving the political process and the 
electoral process in that. So I would 
like to hear their ideas as to how is the 
best way to do this. When I spent 5 
weeks in England during one of their 
elections, all of it was on television. 
The entire public was engaged. And it 

was not on in 30-second ads. It was on 
real debates, where men and women 
were discussing the direction of the 
country, they were discussing what are 
their values and what direction do they 
want to move in. And it was a very 
stimulating debate. And as somebody 
that was not even allowed to vote, they 
would walk into one of their establish-
ments and they would be right in the 
middle of a big political debate to 
where Britain should go. 

So we need to try to get to the point 
where we bring our elections back to 
really this idea of a marketplace of 
ideas, a true discussion, involving the 
public, bringing them in. And we are 
not doing that right now. The 30-second 
commercials I think are turning people 
off. They are saying this is not a part, 
this is not a part of me; this is some 
other debate taking place over there. 

Mr. BAIRD. I sometimes think we 
need to pose to the American people a 
basic choice, and the choice would be 
this. Do they want people who are 
going to represent them to spend their 
time on the telephone raising huge 
amounts of money so they can run 30-
second advertisements or do they want 
them to come visit them in town meet-
ings? Do they want them to be study-
ing the issues, to be listening to them, 
to be meeting with their colleagues to 
try to propose constructive progressive 
legislation? 

I personally believe that there is no 
question people want us to do the lat-
ter. But until we have campaign fi-
nance reform and until the American 
public feels that they have a voice and 
a responsibility in the political proc-
ess, we will not have the kind of dia-
logue that my colleague has described. 
That is why I think Shays-Meehan is 
so important and it is why we need to 
dedicate ourselves to that. 

Let me, if I might, address one other 
issue that I feel real strongly about. In 
a sense, people might say we are fool-
ish to be even talking about campaign 
finance reform. We are incumbent now 
for goodness sake. The incumbent po-
tentially would have all the advantages 
of a system where large dollar con-
tributions come flying in because of 
our position here. 

In some ways, we are saying we are 
willing to set down our advantage, 
what might be a financial advantage, 
for the good of the country, we are 
willing to say we are prepared to com-
pete on a level playing field, we are 
prepared to clean up the process. So 
that, for the good of everybody, we 
have got to stop saying in this body, 
how will this legislation impact our op-
portunity to win the next election and 
we have got to start asking, how will 
this legislation work for the good of 
the country. 

That is what it is about with cam-
paign finance reform. It should not be 
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a partisan issue. And if there are spe-
cial-interest groups pressuring Mem-
bers of one party or the other and say-
ing, ‘‘you must not support campaign 
finance reform or we will come after 
you,’’ which I know to be a fact, there 
are special-interest groups doing that, 
those special-interest groups that do 
that are the problem, and Members 
who feel pressured need to speak out 
about that. 

It is not right for people to threaten 
Members by saying, ‘‘we will attack 
you with financial resources if you try 
to change the campaign finance sys-
tem.’’ That is symptomatic of the prob-
lem, and we need to speak out vigor-
ously about that and the public needs 
to speak out and I think they need to 
ask themselves where their Member 
was on the issue of campaign reform. 
That is why we are here today. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, I could not agree more with 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
BAIRD) in terms of leveling the playing 
field. I very much believe that the im-
balance that is there with the fund-
raising, with the ability of an incum-
bent to buy incredible numbers of 30-
second ads, it perverts the whole sys-
tem. And we need to try for a system 
where when there are two candidates 
or three candidates, or however many 
there are in a particular primary or 
general election, that they do have 
equal time and that they have the abil-
ity to get their ideas across. 

The 30-second spot, although it may 
be a good medium to convey an idea, is 
so restricting in terms of allowing an 
individual to really articulate their vi-
sion for the country, where they want 
to take the country. And so in struc-
turing this, the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SHAYS) and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MEE-
HAN) put together a bill that I think is 
going to level the playing field, create 
a commission where they can come 
back and tell us other ways that we 
can try to make sure the challengers 
have a true opportunity to get their 
ideas out. And I think that is what we 
are all about here in terms of our fresh-
man class, and members of our fresh-
man class that have signed on, is say-
ing, we have been through it, we know 
how it works, we need to reform it and 
we need to reform it right now. 

Mr. BAIRD. People have said that 
the legislative process is like making 
sausage, it might taste good at the end 
but we do not want to see how it is 
made. I think people are all too famil-
iar and believe that the process is made 
unfortunately through contributions. 

What we are trying to do here is say, 
and I want to emphasize this, the bill 
that we are putting forward that the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
SHAYS) and the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) have put for-
ward and in our class and my colleague 
and myself have endorsed does not say 

we have to stop all money. Because, 
quite frankly, we do need financial re-
sources. Campaigns to reach 500,000 
people with their message do cost 
money. But it says the way we raise 
the money needs to be reformed. It 
says the playing field needs to be level. 
It says enormous special-interest con-
tributions and thinly disguised attack 
ads need to be eliminated. It says they 
need to have access to information 
about who is contributing so they can 
see the groups they agree with or dis-
agree with support this candidate, they 
can see if the group says, ‘‘we are citi-
zens for a wonderful, happy economy 
and gracious environment,’’ or some 
such thing, who the heck are those peo-
ple? Because oftentimes the names 
they choose are different than the 
agenda they would have us believe 
through their titles. 

That is why we need the reform. We 
have got to have transparency. We 
have got to have a level playing field. 
We have got to have reasonable limits. 
And we have got to set our candidates 
free from the drudgery of having to 
spend their lives on the telephone. We 
get to talk to a lot of nice folks when 
we do that and there is merit to that. 
And I have met some wonderful people 
through the process of politics so far, 
but I will tell my colleagues that I 
would most of all like to meet with 
them and just listen to their issues and 
never have to have them or myself wor-
ried about the proverbial pitch for 
money, because that is a blight on our 
system. And the more we can do to re-
duce that, the more we can do to level 
the playing field for the small and indi-
vidual donors, to limit soft money, to 
ban soft money used in political adver-
tising, the better off we will be. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
BAIRD, the idea that people do not care 
about this, the idea that somehow the 
electorate is not concerned about the 
issue of how our campaigns are fi-
nanced is one that when people throw 
that idea out I just instinctively be-
lieve that they have not been around, 
they have not heard what people have 
said. Because when I ask people, ‘‘what 
would you do to change the system?’’ 
they say, ‘‘no gifts at all, no corporate 
giving, very small amounts of money.’’ 
They do not even like how high the 
amount is now. ‘‘Get the money com-
pletely out of politics.’’ Those are the 
kinds of comments I hear. And that is 
clearly where they are coming from, 
and they want us to reform. 

Mr. Speaker, we have here the gen-
tlewoman from the great State of Illi-
nois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY). She would like 
to join our debate I believe, and I yield 
to her. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, 
representing the State of Illinois was 
the great Senator Paul Simon just for 
two terms. He decided not to run again, 
and one of the reasons he decided not 
to run again was that he knew that he 

was going to have to raise an obscene 
amount of money in order to be a via-
ble candidate for the United States 
Senate. 

Paul Simon has been a paragon of in-
tegrity, a person who has represented 
the highest in public service, and de-
cided not to run. And he would tell a 
story during the campaign about how, 
after a long day on the trail, he would 
come back to his hotel room and there 
would be a stack of messages, all those 
pink slips that we all get telling us 
who to call back, and he would look 
through that list and among them 
would be maybe four from people or 
PACs that have contributed a lot of 
money. And he said, you know, I just 
want to ask you, who do you think 
after a long day it was that I felt a pri-
ority to call back? Now, he was making 
an admission about how campaigns and 
how running for office really works. He 
said, yeah, I called those big givers 
back because, without the millions of 
dollars that it took to run for the 
United States Senate, all of those 
things that I believe in and that my 
constituents stand for, I would not be 
able to be there in the Senate. And it 
was partly that that drove him from 
office. I think what Paul Simon was 
saying is that money to the extent that 
it is a factor in politics imperils our 
democracy. 

Now, we have a number of opportuni-
ties this session to address this issue. I 
know that the Shays-Meehan bill will 
be up again, a bill that deals with the 
question of soft money, a way to get 
around campaign financing rules, and I 
support that. But there are other op-
tions too that I think eventually we 
are going to have to get to, the clean 
elections, clean money proposals, 
which essentially say that we are going 
to just take that special-interest 
money, those big bucks, out of politics. 

Now, we looked in the State of Illi-
nois at how much it would cost each Il-
linois family per year to pay for all of 
the Federal elections within our State. 
And do my colleagues know what we 
found? It would cost about $5 per fam-
ily per year to fund the elections at the 
level that they are being funded now, 
which is very high. We are talking mil-
lions of dollars per election. Well, it 
seems to me that 5 bucks a family per 
year to buy back our Government is a 
bargain. 

Why don’t people vote? Why don’t 
they participate? Because they have a 
sense that there is not a place at the 
table unless they put their money 
down and they have bought that place 
at the table. And all too often that is 
true and certainly in terms of access to 
elected officials. And that was that 
story that Paul Simon was sadly tell-
ing and all too often I think in the out-
come of public policy decisions.
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Do people care about it? Do they care 
about how much they pay in their util-
ity bills? Do they care who is polluting 
their air? Do they care whether or not 
their schools are of a good quality? All 
of these issues are influenced by big-
money players in the political arena. 
Those are issues that they care about. 
Fundamentally I think we are never 
going to get to deciding on the basis of 
what is right, what is wrong, what is 
best for people unless we take the ele-
ment of big money out of our election 
campaigns. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. I thank 
the gentlewoman very much for those 
excellent comments. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the issues that 
either one of my colleagues may want 
to engage me in, is an important issue. 
There were people in the past that have 
shone the light. The gentlewoman men-
tioned Paul Simon from her great 
State. I know two individuals, one, 
Senator Proxmire from Wisconsin who 
took the attitude that he was not going 
to take any money, and he sent money 
back, actually. What he would do is 
every time he would go out to Wis-
consin, he would get out at the profes-
sional football games, stand in line and 
shake 40,000 hands. He figured that was 
the way to get reelected. Back in those 
days, he did a good job of it and people 
loved him. And Representative Pat 
Williams, I think, was asked when he 
left Congress what he was going to 
miss, and he said that the one thing he 
had never gotten into was making tele-
phone calls for fund-raising. He said, 
‘‘Somebody else can do that.’’ 

Clearly we are in a different time be-
cause of the mistrust and because of all 
of the issue ads and everything else 
that is out there, but we need to try 
and move back, I think, to the point 
where there is more of that. Their real 
purpose in doing that was saying, ‘‘I 
want to focus on my job. I don’t want 
to take one minute away from my 
job.’’ 

Mr. BAIRD. Let me share with my 
colleagues an example actually from 
our recent experience. We had a very 
expensive campaign, I will admit it, be-
cause we were getting attacked heav-
ily, one of the number-one targets in 
the whole country. But we also had a 
grassroots campaign. That is what we 
need to have more of. We had 1,100 vol-
unteers in the field on the day of the 
election, 1,100 people going around the 
district working telephones, saying 
why they cared so much about that 
election. I know my good friend from 
Illinois had a similar organization. 
That is politics at its best. Politics at 
its best is people working in the field 
for people they believe. Politics at its 
worst is when people pay telephone so-
licitors to call with smear campaigns. 
Politics at its worst are last-minute 
$100,000, $200,000 and $300,000 TV attack 
ads. 

What I am hoping we can do is in-
spire the young people who come watch 
us each day and watch us on TV and 
who are in our schools today to be a 
part of politics at its best. This bill 
will help reduce the impact of politics 
at its worst and maybe inspire people 
to do more. 

I know my good friend from Illinois 
has had similar work with people in 
the field. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. During the elec-
tion campaign, I spent about 25 hours a 
week on the telephone, as they say, di-
aling for dollars, asking people if they 
would contribute to my campaign. 
Those are 25 hours a week that I could 
have been learning more about issues, 
attending meetings with community 
representatives, out shaking hands, 
going to grocery stores, meeting with 
constituents, learning about the real 
issues that affect people in my district 
and not calling name after name of 
people who might be able to contribute 
to the campaigns. But worse than that, 
it seems to me, what they want in a 
Member of Congress, when we reach for 
our voting card to put it in a slot and 
vote on an issue, I think what the vot-
ers want us to be thinking about is 
them, what is good for them, not mak-
ing a calculation in our minds, ‘‘If I 
vote yes, which of my major contribu-
tors is going to be upset?’’ Or ‘‘how am 
I going to explain this to somebody 
who has given me a lot of money?’’ 

I know from being in the State legis-
lature that unfortunately these kinds 
of calculations are made. I think any-
one who says otherwise is simply not 
telling the truth about how it works in 
terms of money. And so I think that it 
is not only the candidate’s time but 
also the candidate’s vote that is at 
stake here. 

Mr. BAIRD. If I could echo that a lit-
tle bit. One of the things that is frus-
trating about some of these discussions 
of reform, people have come and said 
that the politicians are corrupt. People 
need to understand that I do not know 
a single person who says, ‘‘Gosh, I’m so 
excited because there’s 5 hours of call 
time on my schedule today.’’ 

We need to understand that money 
does not come to the candidates. It 
goes to your campaign fund, which 
then typically goes almost directly to 
a TV or radio station or direct mail 
house. The people who are running for 
office, the people I have met in this 
great body, are decent people. They are 
here because they care about the sys-
tem. They do the fund-raising side not 
because they like that, not because 
they line their own pockets but be-
cause they are willing to endure the 
humiliation and the drudgery and the 
frustration in order to get here and 
have a voice for the people of their 
State. We need to be very careful when 
we talk about this to not tear down 
this House and not tear down our col-
leagues because they are good, decent 

people. The system of funding may be 
corroded but the people involved are 
not corrupt people. I want to make 
sure what we do is we free them from 
that drudgery and we free them from 
that stigma and that stain that other 
people might attach to it. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. I would cer-
tainly echo that. I would also say that 
the gentleman raises a good point 
about the cost of media and the idea 
that radio time, that TV time which 
eats up so many of the dollars that are 
raised in campaigns, if we could get 
more contributions from the public air-
waves toward campaigns, if we could 
have some free air time on radio and 
television, that it would certainly help 
ease the need for campaign donations. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. The issue 
of the individuals, the Members of Con-
gress, that are here and how they re-
late to this system, I do not think 
there is any doubt that we have people 
that are here that are well-intentioned, 
they care about their constituencies, 
they care very much about their con-
gressional districts, and they are 
caught in a bad system. They are 
caught in a bad system. That is why I 
am so proud of our freshman class for 
stepping up to the plate. The freshman 
class that preceded us did the same 
thing. 

Members from both sides of the aisle 
last August, in 1998, 252 Members, voted 
for this bill that all of us want to see 
passed today. I think that sends a very 
strong message that we want change, 
we want people to be heard, we want 
truly to open up the system and get 
back to ideas rather than money. 

If there are no additional comments 
from either the gentleman from Wash-
ington or the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois, let me at this point just close by 
saying that I am very, very proud of 
our freshman class for stepping up to 
the plate on this issue. I am very proud 
of the gentleman from Washington for 
his leadership on this issue as the 
president of our freshman class, and 
the gentlewoman from Illinois. I know 
that she has also become a leader on 
this issue and I compliment her on that 
and say that I think with all of us 
working together and reaching across 
the aisle, I really and truly think we 
are going to get this done, we are going 
to get it done early and get it over to 
the other body. I think we are going to 
see progress on this issue this year. I 
thank both my colleagues for their par-
ticipation.

f 

PROMOTING LIVABLE 
COMMUNITIES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
BIGGERT). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker, 
one of the benefits of a livable commu-
nity is that it provides a setting that 
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